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Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Sir: 

RECORD QF INTERVIEW 

On Thursday, March 30, 2006, a telephone interview was held between the Examiner, 
Davetta Goins, and the undersigned Attorney, Raymond W. Green, the courtesy of which is 
noted with appreciation. The call was initiated by the Examiner, but she was returning a phone 
call I had previously placed to her. 

In the telephone message I left in the earlier call, I recounted that the Application was 
under Final Rejection, that we had had a telephone interview on or about February 1 7, 2006, and 
that at that time, the Examiner had asked for additional information on points of law. I explained 
that on March 9 (mailed March 6), I had filed a Request for Reconsideration of the outstanding 
Final Rejection mailed January 10, 2006; and that in the Request for Reconsideration, I had 



Page 1 of 3 

PAGE 1/3 1 RCVD AT 3J31/2006 5:24:53 PM [Eastern Standard Time] * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-5/12 4 DNIS:2738300 * CSO: * DURATION (mm-ss):01-04 



attempted to provide all of the mformation that Examiner Goins had requested. I asked if the 
information had been reviewed, and whether it was sufficient - or whether additional 
information would be useful. 

Examiner Goins responded that she had reviewed my submission, and that she had 
consulted with others in the USPTO who are familiar with the file; and that it appeared that we 
had provided sufficient information and arguments to overcome the Gager reference (U.S. Patent 
6,222,442 Bl) that is applied against the claims in each of the rejections of the Final Rejection of 
January 10,2006. Examiner Goins explained that she intended to conduct yet another search for 
prior art to apply against the Application, and that unless she were able to find additional 
relevant art, she intended to allow the Application. Examiner Goins explained farmer that she 
intended to call me if she found additional art to be applied against the Application. (The 
Examiner is reminded that my direct telephone number is 312-321-4222.) 

I asked Examiner Goins if she meant formal allowance or a notice of allowability, subject 
to an interference with the Miller Patent (U.S. Patent 6,130,614). Examiner Goins explained that 
she had meant a notice of allowability, subject to a possible interference with the Miller Patent, 
which is now undergoing reexamination, and is waiting for a decision on appeal to the Board of 
Patent Appeals and Interferences. 

Examiner Goins asked if we intended to file a Notice of Appeal when it was due, 
regardless of whether we had received a further communication regarding the Application. I 
responded "No", we did not intend to file a Notice of Appeal unless this is necessary. 

The Examiner is reminded that a Notice of Appeal is currently due April 10, 2006. 
Although Applicants filed a first response to the Final Action within 2 months of the mailing 
date of the Action, in accordance with the procedure described in Section 7 at page 25 of the 
Action, Applicants would prefer not to request any further extension of time (particularly not an 
extension of time because of delay by the USPTO in formally responding to Applicants' Request 
for Reconsideration) in this Application, which has now been pending almost six years (or seven, 
if the pendency of the provisional application is counted), without yet being involved in the 
requested interference with the Miller Patent. Likewise, Applicants would prefer not to need to 
file a Notice of Appeal with respect to rejections that Examiner Goins now admits should be 
withdrawn. 
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Accordingly, the Examiner is ur ged to conduct such further examination, searching and 
awesfcgation as may be necessary, in time to either issue a notice of ailowability, subject to an 
interference with the Miller Patent, or to further reject the Application, vrior to Anrtl ,« ,n«< 
In the event that the Examiner is unable to either allow or reject by April 1 0, the Examiner is 
urged to vacate the Final Rejection, so as to make an inappropriate appeal unnecessary, as 
requested at page 3 of the Request for Reconsideration filed March 9, 2006 ("In the event that 
the Examiner cannot see clear to allow the Application at this time, due to the continued 
existence of Miller U.S. Patent 6,130,614, withdrawal of the finality of the Office Action of 
January 10, 2006; withdrawal of the rejections based on Gager U.S. Patent 6,222,442 Bl; and 
suspension of prosecution in this Application, pending the resolution of the current appeal of the 
rejection of all surviving claims of the Miller Patent, would appear to be appropriate."). 

The outstanding rejections should be withdrawn, and the Application indicated to be 
allowable. Such action is courteously requested. 



BRINKS HOFER GILSON & LIONE 
P. O. Box 10395 
Chicago, Illinois 60610 
312-32M222 

March 31, 2006 
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